The objections of N&S can all be answered by reference to our previous publications and their alternative explanation was only "overlooked" in so far as it fails to explain the observations. Here we discuss just some of the reasons why the objections of N&S are invalid, and then give reasons why the events are not simply due to magnetosheath IByl changes. 
Newell and Sibeck [ 1993 ] (hereafter N&S) list some objections to our interpretation of dayside auroral transients and associated azimuthal flow bursts in terms of pulsed recom•ection [e.g. Lockwood et al., 1989; 1993a] . They present what they term an "apparently overlooked" alternative explanation in terms of steady reconnection and fluctuations in the magnitude of the By component of the magnetosheath field.
The objections of N&S can all be answered by reference to our previous publications and their alternative explanation was only "overlooked" in so far as it fails to explain the observations. Here we discuss just some of the reasons why the objections of N&S are invalid, and then give reasons why the events are not simply due to magnetosheath IByl changes. 3. N&S dismiss a large body of evidence that the solar wind electric field does not simply map into the ionosphere, on timescales shorter than several substorm cycles, with the phrase "this idea is said to replace the inapplicable idea of mapping the solar wind electric field to the ionosphere". They later admit to the possibility of "damping of highfrequency changes due to self inductance limitations". This is true but, without an attempt to define "high frequency", meaningless. In this respect, N&S fail to point out that the inductive circuit analogy they cite [Sanchez et al. In summary, the objections to our model raised by N&S are incorrect. The observations they cite which fail to detect that the persistent cusp is made up of a series of polewardmoving transients do not prove that this is not the case. The alternative explanation offered by N&S cannot explain the observations of dayside auroral transient/flow burst events which move repetitively in one azimuthal direction, nor those events which move poleward with little azimuthal motion and constant plasma flow direction. Because all our observations fall into one of these two classes, the model of N&S fails to explain any of the events we have observed.
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